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ABSTRACT
A SURVEY OF THE CRITERIA USED BY ELEMENTARY
LEVEL REGULAR CLASSROOM TEACHERS TO
IDENTIFY CHILDREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS
(May 1976)
Joyce Carolyn Page, B. S.
,
District of Columbia Teachers College
M. A. George Washington University
Ed. D.
,
University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Dr. Byrd L. Jones
The methods and procedures used to identify and place children with
special needs has been the subject of extensive research and several civil
action suits. The research findings and court decisions have been instru-
mental in changing many of the methods and procedures employed to identify
and place exceptional children. However, the methods and procedures used
by regular classroom teachers to identify children with special needs have not
been addressed by either researchers or legal mandates.
Once a child is enrolled in a public school, it is the regular classroom
teacher who initially identifies the child as having special educational or
related developmental needs that warrant special intervention. Yet, little
is known about the criteria that regular classroom teachers use to identify
students they perceive as having special needs or teacher attitudes toward or
vi
understanding of exceptionalities.
The purpose of this survey was threefold: (1) to determine the criteria
most often used by regular classroom teachers to identify and request
special educational services for children they perceive as having special
needs, (2) to assess the procedures most often adhered to by regular class-
room teachers prior to the identification of exceptional children, and (3) to
assess teacher attitudes toward exceptionalities.
To obtain this information, teachers were asked to complete a
questionnaire constructed by the investigator. The questionnaire consisted
of twenty-two questions related to both demographic information about the
teachers and learning and/or behavioral difficulties.
Three statistical procedures were employed to analyze the data:
(1) measures of central tendency, (2) Pearson Product-Moment Correlation,
and (3) chi-square analysis.
The following conclusions were formulated on the basis of the major
findings resulting from the data analysis
:
1. The criteria used by regular classroom teachers to identify
children they perceive as having special needs are comparison
with peers and results from informal diagnostic tests.
2. Prior to identifying children suspected of having special needs,
teachers try different instructional approaches and administer
informal diagnostic tests.
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3. As a non-classroom related activity, teachers discuss their
concerns with special education teachers when actually
identifying a child as having special needs.
4. The current focus on exceptional children has increased
teachers' awareness of exceptional children in their
classrooms.
5. Regular classroom teachers believe that exceptionalities
are most often caused by problems in the home.
6. Teachers have the most difficulty identifying perceptual-
motor difficulties.
7. Teachers seek special educational services more readily
for behavioral problems than other types of difficulties
and are the most concerned if the child demonstrates
behavior difficulties.
8. Teachers believe that exceptional children would progress
more rapidly if placed in a special education classroom
on a part-time basis.
9. Teachers feel that the use of labels have assisted them in
identifying exceptional children.
10. Teachers tend not to see themselves as possibly being an
integral part of learning or behavioral difficulties
manifested by exceptional children.
11. Teachers feel that special education teachers should assume
the responsibility for the education of exceptional children.
viii
TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS v
ABSTRACT vi
LIST OF TABLES xi
CHAPTER
I. INTRODUCTION 1
Purpose of the Survey 4
Questions to be Answered 4
Significance of the Survey 5
Implications of the Survey 5
Limitations of the Survey 6
Definitions of the Terms 6
II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 8
Etiological Beliefs 9
Assessing Intellectual Ability
and Potential 14
Categorization and Labeling 23
Categorical and Non-categorical Approaches ... 25
Theoretical Implications for Survey 29
III. PROCEDURES 31
Development of Questionnaire 31
Selection of Sites .32
Description of the Sites 37
Statistical Analysis of the Data 38
IV. FINDINGS 40
ix
CHAPTER Page
V. DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS 81
Introduction 81
Question I 81
Question II 84
Question III 85
Question IV 87
Question V 88
Question VI 90
Question VII 91
Question VIII 92
Question IX * 94
Question X 95
VI. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS
AND NEED FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 96
Summary 97
Conclusions 99
Implications 101
Need for Further Research 102
BIBLIOGRAPHY 105
APPENDIX 114
23
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
LIST OF TABLES
Page
Demographic Information of Selected School
Sites and Populations 39
Summary of Demographic Information on
Subjects 43-45
Summary of Response to Criteria Most Often
Used to Identify Exceptional Children 47
Summary of Response to Procedures Adhered
to Prior to Identifying Exceptional Children 48
Summary of Response to Procedures Most Often
Adhered to Before Identifying an Exceptional Child. ... 49
Summary of Response to Effects of Current Focus on
Exceptional Children on Teachers 51
Summary of Response to Attitudes Toward the
Causes of Exceptionalities 52
Summary of Response to Exceptionalities Most
Difficult ot Identify 53
Summary of Response to Exceptionalities with which
Teachers Need the Most Assistance 55
Summary of Response to Exceptionalities with which
Teachers are Most Concerned 56
Summary of Response to Attitudes Toward Placement
in which Exceptional Children Would Progress
Most Rapidly. 57
Summary of Response to Attitudes Toward the Use of
Labels to Describe Learning and Behavioral Problems . . 59
xi
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
60
62
65
66
67
69
71
73
75
76
77
Relationship Between Selected Demographic
Variables and the Criteria Most Often Used to
Identify Exceptional Children
Relationship Between Selected Demographic
Variables and Procedures Adhered to Prior to
Identifying Exceptional Children
Relationship Between Selected Demographic
Variables and Procedures Most Often Adhered
to Before Identifying Exceptional Children.
. .
Relationship Between Selected Demographic
Variables and Attitudes Toward the Causes
of Exceptionalities
Relationship Between Selected Demographic
Variables and the Exceptionalities Most
Difficult to Identify.
Relationship Between Selected Demographic
Variables and the Exceptionalities with which
Teachers Need the Most Assistance
Relationship Between Selected Demographic
Variables and the Exceptionalities with which
Teachers are Most Concerned
Crosstabulation of Location by the Use of
Informal Diagnostic Test to Identify Exceptional
Children
Crosstabulation of Location by Poverty as
Causing Exceptionalities
Cross tabulation of Location by Practices and
Procedures Adhered to by Schools as Causing
Exceptionalities
Crosstabulation of Location by Needs Most
Assistance with Perceptual-Motor Difficulties
.
xii
Table Page
24 Crosstabulation of Location by Perceptual-
Motor Difficulties as Causing the Most Concern 79
25 Crosstabulation of Location by Reading
Difficulties as Causing the Most Concern 80
xiii
"I have come to a frightening conclusion. I am the decisive
element in the classroom. It is my personal approach that creates the
climate. It is my daily mood that makes the weather. As a teacher I
possess tremendous power to make a child's life miserable or joyous.
I can be a tool of torture or an instrument of inspiration. I can
humiliate or humor, hurt or heal. In all situations it is my response
that decides whether a crisis will be escalated or de-escalated, and a
child humanized or de-humanized. "
Haim G. Ginott
Teacher and Child (p. 15)
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Context of the Problem
For years special educators enjoyed wide latitude in making decisions
concerning the assessment tools and procedures used to identify and determine
the placement of children with special needs. This professional isolation
stemmed in part from the continuous proliferation of psycho-medical terms
to define and/or describe the various learning difficulties manifested by
exceptional children. Since the theoretical jargon emanating from the
discipline was not readily understood by ''regular" educators or parents of
exceptional children, few questions were asked. Consequently, controversial
special education related issues such as the use of intelligence test scores
as the criterion determining special class placement, application of
terminology, remediation strategies, and self-contained classrooms were
"in-house" issues that special educators, medical doctors, and psychologists
debated among themselves. This professional isolation lasted until the
mid-1960's.
2Since the beginning of the early 1960 fs, parents armed with: (1) a
decreased attitude of obeisance toward "the educated" and (2) an increased
awareness of civil and constitutional rights have significantly decreased the
unquestioned latitude that special educators once enjoyed concerning the
criteria and procedures used to identify and place exceptional children.
In ever increasing numbers, parents of children with special needs
have filed civil action suits against school districts and/or superintendents
regarding the criteria and procedures used to identify and place their children.
The court decisions resulting from these precedent setting cases have been
instrumental in determining the direction of public school special education
programs throughout the United States. Four cases that have had the most
impact on the delivery of services to children with special needs have
decreed that identification and placement procedures must include:
1. An identification process that excludes the use of one criterion
measure (Hobson v. Hansen, 1967).
2. Due process as required by the 14th Amendment of the Constitution
of the United States (Mills v. Board of Education of the District
of Columbia, 1972).
3. Mainstreaming strategies or the least restrictive placement
(Diana v. . State Board of Education, 1970).
4. Language and cultural considerations (Arreola v. Board of
Education, 1968).
5. Periodic student re-evaluation and reassessment (Diana v.
State Board of Education, 1970).
3The intent of these legal guidelines represent a sincere effort to insure
just identification and placement procedures of exceptional children who are
already enrolled in public schools. However, the aforementioned guidelines
fail to address a critical issue—the criteria used by regular classroom
teachers to identify and request special educational services for children
they perceive as having special needs.
Once a child is enrolled in a public school, it is the regular classroom,
teacher who initially identifies the child as having educational or related
developmental needs that warrant special intervention. The special education
teacher intervenes only after the child has been identified and is then expected
to endorse the identification and render a cure. As a result, emphasis has
been placed on how best to use the skills of the special education teacher and
the development of educational materials for children with special needs.
Underlying such an emphasis is the total acceptance of the criteria used by
regular classroom teachers to identify exceptional children. Yet, educators
have not concerned themselves with what these initial criteria are.
In order to insure even more fair and just identification and placement
procedures for children with special needs, all facets of the identification
and placement process must be carefully examined and understood.
Consequently, the regular classroom teacher's role in the identification and
placement process of exceptional children warrants more investigation since
they are the key figures in the educational process of such children once they
are enrolled in public schools
4Purpose of the Survey
The purpose of this study was threefold: (1) to determine the criteria
most often used by regular classroom teachers to identify and request special
educational services for children they perceive as having special needs,
(2) to assess the procedures most often adhered to by regular classroom
teachers prior to the identification of exceptional children, and (3) to assess
teacher attitudes toward exceptionalities.
Questions to be Answered
1. What are the criteria most often used by regular classroom teachers
to identify students they perceive as having special needs ?
2. What are the procedures most often adhered to by regular classroom
teachers prior to the identification of exceptional children ?
3. What are the procedures most often adhered to by regular classroom
teachers when identifying a child as having special needs ?
4. Has the current focus on exceptional children had positive or negative
effects on regular classroom teachers ?
5. What are the regular classroom teachers' beliefs concerning the
causes of exceptionalities ?
6. What are the exceptionalities that regular classroom teachers have
difficulty identifying?
7. Do regular classroom teachers seek special educational services more
readily for specific types of learning or related difficulties ?
8. What are the exceptionalities with which regular classroom teachers
are the most concerned?
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. Do regular classroom teachers accept the mainstreaming concept
as a feasible approach to educating children with special needs ?
10. What are the regular classroom teachers’ attitudes toward the use
of labels to describe learning and behavioral difficulties ?
Significance of the Survey
As stated earlier, the regular classroom teacher’s role in the
identification and placement process of children with special needs has not
been thoroughly investigated. It is hoped that this study will contribute to
the existing body of knowledge in that its resulting data will assist in explaining
how, why, and when regular classroom teachers identify students they view
as having special educational needs. Such information will enhance the
delivery of services to both regular classroom teachers instructing children
with special needs and the children themselves.
Implications of the Survey
With the current focus on inservice training, the results of this study
will provide university based educators and public school administrators with
data that will enable them to structure the format, content, and delivery of
inservice training programs and workshops designed for regular classroom
teachers instructing exceptional children.
In addition, the results of this study will have some implications for
designers of preservice training programs for prospective teachers in
6disciplines other than special education. The results will provide instructors
with information related to exceptional children that should be included in
their programs of study.
Limitations of the Survey
This study is limited in respect to possible applicability within the
professional field in the following ways
:
1. The survey focused on children with special needs who were already
enrolled in public schools.
2. The survey only focused on the initial identification procedures
and the criteria used by elementary level regular classroom
teachers.
3. The survey did not solicit information concerning the gifted
exceptional child.
4. All of the teachers were selected from the West Springfield
(Massachusetts) and Washington, D. C. Public School Systems.
5. The questionnaire was brief and concerned with ascertaining
information to assist in designing inservice programs for regular
classroom teachers instructing exceptional children.
Definition of the Terms
1. Categorical special education—the delivery of educational services
to children with special needs based on the use of psycho-medical
terminology to classify and identify such children (i.e.
,
minimally
brain damaged, psychoneurological learning disorders, neuro-
logical impairments, etc.).
2. Children with special needs—a global term that refers to gifted
children and children who have been identified as having some
difficulty in developing reading, speech, language, perceptual,
behavioral, social, and/or motor skills. The term is used inter-
changeably with exceptional children.
73. Inservice training—any additional training provided for individuals
already functioning in a given position.
4. Mainstreaming—the placement of children with special needs in the
least restrictive placement before, during, and after special
educational services are rendered.
5. Non-categorical special education—the delivery of educational
services to children with special needs without the use of psycho-
medical terminology to label such children or the programs in
which they are placed.
6. Self-contained classrooms/special education class—a classroom
designed for students who have been identified as having special
needs and in which all educational services are rendered.
7. Special educational services—any educational service rendered to
a student as a result of the student having been identified as having
special educational needs.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
Children needing special educational services were at one time easy to
identify and presented few, if any, problems for public schools. First of
all, public schools simply refused to enroll those children with obvious
physical and/or mental defects—the blind, deaf, orthopedically handicapped,
or those children manifesting mongolism. Secondly, parents and relatives
of exceptional children oftentimes felt some degree of guilt, shame, and
blame regarding handicapped offspring. Since they believed that such afflicted
children were indicative of a deficiency within themselves or the entire family
strain, parents and relatives placed these children in institutions or kept
them virtually prisoners within the home by refusing when possible to even
admit their existence. Finally, prior to compulsory school attendance laws,
many children were never enrolled in public schools.
The advent of compulsory school attendance laws created an unexpected
problem for public school teachers. Once placed in public schools, seemingly
normal children (those with no obvious physical or mental defects) failed to
develop adequate reading, writing, language, arithmetic, perceptual-motor,
and/or adaptive skills. To accommodate students manifesting these learning
9difficulties, public school administrators developed self-contained special
education classes. According to Bruininks and Rynders (1971), the first
public school special education class began in Providence, Rhode Island in
1896.
The development of special education classes in public schools in the
United States evolved from certain theoretical assumptions concerning:
(1) the etiology of learning difficulties, (2) the assessment tools used to
identify learning difficulties, (3) the categorization and labeling of learning
problems, and (4) procedures for remediating learning problems. Although
research results have consistently repudiated the validity of the theoretical
assumptions underlying the development of special education classes, educators
have continued to predicate the identification and placement procedures of
exceptional children on these assumptions. Consequently, the review of the
literature presented herein focuses on the aforementioned theoretical
assumptions underlying the development of special education classes in public
schools and the flaws inherent in some of these theoretical assumptions.
Etiological Beliefs: Past
The development and implementation of special education classes in
public schools was conceived, incubated, and nurtured on the major premise
that the etiology of most learning difficulties was endogenous in nature; that
there existed some malfunction of an organic nature within the child (Prouty,
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1968). This belief allowed the medical and related professions to isolate the
etiology of exceptionalities as their exclusive province (Hurley, 1969) and
initiated the use of medical and psychological terminology to classify and
identify learning and behavioral problems. These psycho-medical terms
focused on medical anomalities and behavioral aberrations. Minimal cerebral
dysfunctions, emotionally disturbed, minimally brain injured, central
processing dysfunctions, mentally retarded, trainable mentally retarded,
perceptual-cripple, dyslexic, and cerebral dys-syncronization represent only
a few of the psycho-medical terms developed to distinguish one learning
problem from another.
Furthermore, the use of psycho-medical jargon readily availed itself
to definitions that also supported the organic causation theory of exception-
alities.
Doll (1941) defined a mental defective as "a person who is socially
incompetent, mentally subnormal, retarded intellectually from birth as a
result of constitutional origin, and is essentially incurable
Jp. 213}.
"
Strauss and Lehtinen (1947) defined a brain injured child as a ’’child
who before, during, or after birth has received an injury to or suffered an
infection of the brain. As a result of such organic impariment, defects of
the neuromotor system may be present or absent; however, such a child
may show disturbances in perception, thinking, and emotional behavior,
either separately, or in combination [p. 4]. "
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Sumption and Luecking (1960) defined the gifted as "those who possess
a superior central nervous system characterized by the potential to perform
tasks requiring a comparatively high degree of intellectual abstraction or
creative imagination or both jp. 108j. "
Finally, the use of psycho-medical terms to classify, identify, and
define learning difficulties created a mystic aura concerning how to educate
children with special needs. As a result, few parents dared to question such
scientific sounding jargon and regular classroom teachers assumed a "you
fix and cure" attitude toward exceptional children. The "you" became special
education teachers who readily accepted the role. Evelyn Deno (1970) called
this acceptance on the part of special education teachers the "statue of
liberty" philosophy, i.e., "Give me your defective, defeated, and unwanted
and I will love and shelter them!
If- 62}
"
Etiological Beliefs: Present
The assumption that learning difficulties always stemmed from some
malfunction or inadequacy within the child or that the child needed to be
"cured/fixed" has been subjected to constant scrutiny over the last three
decades. While few have eliminated the existence of organically oriented
causation, many have questioned the notion that it was "the" origin of a.11
learning difficulties.
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Statistical data gathered on special education programs has indicated
that a disproportionate number of children from "low status backgrounds
—
including Afro-Americans, American Indians, Mexicans, and Puerto-Rican
Americans; those from nonstandard English speaking, broken, disorganized
inadequate homes; and children from other nonmiddle class environments
(Dunn, 1968, p. 5)" were relegated to special class placement. Consequently,
researchers investigating other causes of exceptionality began to focus on the
adverse effects of economic and cultural deprivation on intellectual development.
Research in the area of speech and hearing pathologies among socio-
economic disadvantaged children (Brodbeck & Irwin, 1964; Deutsch, 1965;
Irwin, 1948) has indicated that the debilitating effects of socio-economic
deprivation retarded the normal development and acquisition of language and
articulation skills among lower class children.
Dale (1972), Deutsch (1963), and Ryckman (1966) found that verbal
deficits resulted from high noise levels in culturally disadvantaged homes,
too little directed and substained verbal interaction, paucity of books and
educational toys, poor language models, and a dependency on body language
as a means of communication.
Investigations focusing on the relationship between social and emotional
development and socio-economic status have concluded that students identified
as emotionally disturbed were usually from low socio-economic backgrounds,
male, and residing in large urban areas (Chess, Thomas, Rutter & Birch,
13
1963; Miller, White & Charry, 1966).
Even in instances where giftedness occurred in disadvantaged children,
studies by Curry (1962), McClelland (1958), and McGehee and Lewis (1942)
have shown that opportunities for fruition of such talents were severely limited.
This waste of human potential induced numerous educators (Anderson, 1960;
Riessman, 1968; Taba & Elkins, 1966; Witt, 1968) to search for more adequate
methods of assessing and nurturing giftedness and hidden talents among dis-
advantaged children or as Riessman (1968) proposed, researching methods of
identifying ’’slow gifted students" among disadvantaged populations.
A holistic approach to the relationship between economic status and
retarded intellectual development was taken by Hurley (1969). Hurley viewed
mental retardation among the poor as unrelated to inherent genetic intellectual
endowment but rather as a social pathology which tends to prosper in the
blighted areas. Preferring to use the term "environmental deprivation"
rather than mental retardation, Hurley presented an in-depth analysis of
how the viscious cycle of poverty and the "blaming the victim syndrome"
(Ryan, 1971) stultifies all aspects of healthy human development. Hurley
illustrated how inadequate nutrition, inadequate health care, inadequate
psychological and sociological environments, and inadequate public education
itself all function as deterrents to normal intellectual developmeit and
performance
14
Assessing Intellectual Ability and Potential:
Fiction
Also crucial to the theoretical foundations underlying the development
of special education classes was the assumption that intelligence tests
accurately assessed and predicted the intellectual abilities of children (Kirk,
1971). Consequently, IQ tests were the sole criterion determining special
class placement for decades. Based on scores ascertained by children on the
widely used Stanford- Binet Intelligence Scale, Terman and Merrill (1960)
determined that children scoring 60-69 were mentally defective, 70-79
borderline defective, and 80-85 low average. As a result, any child scoring
between 60-85 on an IQ test was placed in a special education class; however,
the specific upper limit constituting such placement varied from state to state
(Van Osdol & Shane, 1975).
While Terman's and Merrill's distribution appeared elementary and the
most pragmatic way to determine special class placement, it did not adequately
identify all children with special educational needs. Many children who had
average and above average scores (90-130) on IQ tests experienced learning
difficulties in the regular classroom setting. This factor led to a dependence
on teacher identification of exceptional children and the development of more
comprehensive and diversified tests. These more comprehensive and diversified
tests were developed to assess other areas of mental functioning in addition
to overall intelligence, i.e., language development, academic achievement,
15
speech development, perceptual-motor skills, and social and emotional
development. These various tests were standardized, administered by
specially trained persons, and usually given in settings other than the class-
room (Hammill, 1971).
The most commonly used tests to determine special class placement
(Hammill, 1971; Loehlin, Lindzey, and Spuhler, 1975; Polser, 1972) were:
Intelligence Tests
Stanford- Binet Intelligence Scale
Slosson Intelligence Test for Children and Adults
Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Adults (WAIS)
Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Children (WISC)
Language Tests
Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA)
Mecham Verbal Language Development Scales
Individual Achievement Tests
Durrell-Sullivan Reading Capacity and Achievement Test
Gates Reading Readiness Scales
Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT)
Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT)
Group Achievement Tests
California Achievement Tests (CAT)
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
Metropolitan Achievement Tests (MAT)
Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Test
School and College Ability Test (SCAT)
Sequential Test of Educational Progress (STEP)
Speech Test of Articulation
Templin Darley Tests of Articulation
16
Perceptual Motor Tests
Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test
Benton Visual Retention Test
Frostig Development Test of Visual Perception
Graham-Kendall Memory for Design Test
Oseretsky Motor Development Scales
Purdue Perceptual-Motor Survey
Social Development
Adaptive Behavior Scales
Vineland Social Maturity Scales
Auditory Test
Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test
Assessing Intellectual Ability and Potential:
Nonfiction
The use of intelligence test scores as the major assessment tool to
identify exceptional students has been a controversial issue for years. The
controversy revolved around four major issues: (1) the validity of intelligence
tests, (2) the use of intelligence test results to identify borderline exceptional
students, (3) the inability of intelligence test results to provide diagnostic^
and remediation information, and (4) the use of intelligence tests as an
assessment tool for minority group members.
The validity question. Do intelligence tests measure what they purport
to measure? Based on definitions given for intelligence, the validity of
intelligence tests is suspect. Intelligence has been defined as:
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The term that refers to intellectual ability. It can be
defined specifically as what an intelligence test measures
or more generally as an ability, or pattern of abilities
influencing intellectual functioning (Kendler, 1963, p. 690).
Intelligence is the potential of the organism to acquire symbols,
to retain those symbols, and to communicate meaningfully by
means of those symbols (Newland, 1971, p. 136).
The ability of the organism to adjust itself adequately to new
situations (Stern, 1941, p. 13).
The sum total of all those thought processes which consist
in mental adaptation and self-criticism as characterizing
intelligence in action (Terman and Merrill, 1960, p. 15).
The aggressive or global capacity of the individual to act
purposefully, to think rationally, and to deal effectively
(Wechsler, 1958, p. 12).
The definitions cited by Terman and Merrill (1960) and Wechsler (1958),
the authors of the most widely used intelligence tests, focus on the individual’s
ability to adapt to new situations and rational thought processes. Yet, the
contents of the Stanford- Binet Intelligence Scale and the Wechsler Intelligence
Scales focus on the skills and knowledge that students have already acquired
(Buros, 1972). Testing procedures on these and other intelligence tests do
not afford children the opportunity to explain their rationale for answers given
(thought processes) or place them in new situations to examine how they would
adapt. Such inconsistencies between definition and test content gives rise to
serious questions concerning the validity of intelligence tests.
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IQ testing and the borderline exceptional child . The use of IQ test
results to identify and place the borderline exceptional student (those with
IQ scores below 85) has created much concern among parents and educators.
As stated earlier, students with IQ’s below 85 were placed in special education
classes with the exact upper limit varying according to the state or school
district in which the child resided. Consequently, in some states a student
with an IQ of 75 would be classified as mildly retarded, a slow learner, or
educable mentally retarded; yet, the same student would be placed in a regular
classroom and considered "normal” in another state. By merely crossing a
state line or in some instances by merely changing school districts, a child
who had been classified as retarded could suddenly become "normal".
Another problem with the use of IQ test results to identify the borderline
exceptional student has been the interpretation of test scores. As Anastasi
(1961) pointed out, all scores have standard errors of measurement and
therefore should not be interpreted as absolute values. For example, the
standard errors of measurement for the Stanford- Binet Intelligence Scale and
the Wechsler Intelligence Scales are six and five respectively. Translated in
terms of individual IQ's this means that a child's true score on either test
could vary between twelve and thirteen points above or below the given score.
Subsequently, a child scoring 82 on the Stanford- Binet could in actuality have
a score between 76 and 88 if the standard error of measurement were
considered. The difference of six points would warrant regular class place-
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ment rather than special class placement. On the other hand, a child scoring
88 could in actuality have a score of 76 if the standard error of measurement
were considered. Such a child could possibly muddle through regular class-
room placement without ever receiving remedial or corrective intervention.
Failure to consider the effects of the standard error of measurement and the
lack of standard, unified cut-off points to determine special class placement
clearly worked to the disadvantage of the child.
So much confusion and inconsistency exist concerning the borderline
exceptional child that the term "six hour retarded child" (President's Committee
on Mental Retardation, 1969) is currently used to describe such children.
The term "six hour retarded child" refers to the child who demonstrates
adequate behavior in his/her community yet is concurrently identified as
educable mentally retarded for purposes of school placement.
IQ tests: Diagnosis and remediation. While IQ test scores determined
whether or not students were retarded, average, or gifted, the scores provided
absolutely no diagnostic type information that enabled teachers to construct
academic programs of study to assist in remediating learning problems or
providing enrichment activities (Jones & MacMillan, 1974). For example,
when a .teacher is told that a student has an IQ of 75, he or she still does not
know the specific reading, arithmetic, perceptual-motor, and/or reasoning
skills that the student has not yet acquired. IQ scores only indicate the child's
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knowledge of the content included in a particular test. In order for teachers
to develop effective remediation strategies, goals, and objectives, they need
diagnostic type information related to specific learning modalities, areas of
specific strengths and weaknesses, thought processes employed to deduct
answers to questions, and former instructional approaches used to teach
skills. IQ tests scores do not provide such information. The dependence on
IQ scores as the sole criterion determining special class placement has
deprived regular classroom teachers of the task for which they were best
suited. Regular classroom teachers were and are in the best position to
assess the educational problems of children since they could readily observe
the entire range of the child’s academic and behavioral performance (Smith,
1969), This belief was also supported by Hammill (1971) when he wrote:
I have reached the conclusion that the regular classroom
teacher of learning-disabled children must assume
responsibility for a considerable portion of the total
diagnostic effort; and, that it is unreasonable to expect the
school psychologist to write an ’’educational prescription, ”
which the teacher dutifully implements in the classroom.
Few psychologists possess teaching experience in learning
disabilities, nor do they have familiarity with the wide variety
of potential intervention strategies, nor do they see the child
long enough to identify with surety subtle aberrations of
educationally significant behavior—all of which are fundamental
to the preparation of a viable "prescription" [p. 120).
IQ tests and minority groups. The use of intelligence tests to assess
the intellectual ability of minority group members, particularly Afro-Americans,
has been an embittered controversy since the initiation of such testing during
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World War I (Samuda, 1975). First of all, it is generally accepted that IQ
tests have a white middle class bias, meaning that they tend to tap the learning
experiences and behaviors peculiar to the white middle class (Anastasi, 1967;
Barnes, 1969; Gray, 1968; Klineberg, 1963; Ross, DeYoung, & Cohen, 1971;
Semler & Iscoe, 1963).
Although research studies have consistenly demonstrated that IQ tests
are culturally biased and an unfair criterion measure on which to base special
class placement, it was Judge Skelly Wright’s landmark decision resulting from
the Hobson vs. Hansen suit (1967) that legally terminated the practice. In a
lengthy decision, Judge Wright wrote:
Because these tests are primarily standardized on and are
relevant to a white middle-class group of students
,
they
produce inaccurate and misleading test scores when given
to lower class and Negro students. As a result, rather than
being classified according to ability to learn, these students
are in reality being classified according to the socio-economic
or racial status, or—more precisely—according to environ-
mental and psychological factors which have nothing to do with
innate ability [p. 514}.
Secondly, some socio-economic deprived children, particularly Mexican-
Americans and Puerto Rican Americans, encountered language barriers when
taking IQ tests. For these students whose dominant language in the home was
Spanish and for whom English was a second language, low IQ scores often
resulted from a lack of proficiency in the English language rather than
mental deficiency (Mercer, 1970). The language barrier issue was addressed
in the Diana vs. State Board of Education, a case filed in the District Court
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for the Northern District of California in 1970. This case, filed on behalf
of nine Mexican Americans who had been improperly placed in classes for
the mentally retarded, resulted in the following practices:
1. All children whose primary home language is other than English
must be tested in both their primary language and English.
2. Such children must be tested only with tests or sections of tests
that do not depend on such things as vocabulary, general
information, and other similar unfair verbal questions.
3. Mexican-American and Chinese-American children already in
classes for the mentally retarded must be retested in their
primary language and must be reevaluated only as to their
achievement on nonverbal tests or sections of tests.
4. State psychologists are to work on norms for a new or revised
IQ test to reflect the abilities of Mexican-Americans so that in
the future Mexican-American children will be judged only by how
they compare to the performance of their peers, not the population
as a whole.
5. Any school district which has a significant disparity between the
percentage of Mexican-American students in its regular classes
and in its classes for the retarded must submit an explanation
setting out the reasons for this disparity £p. 24j.
Although tried in Northern California, the practices set forth to be
observed in the future set a precedence that extended far beyond the immediate
geographical jurisdiction.
At the heart of the issue concerning minority groups and IQ testing was
the interpretation and demeaning implications of IQ test results for minority
group members. Historically, minority group members, particularly Afro-
Americans, have illustrated a mean score of one standard deviation below
that of their white counterparts on intelligence tests (Samuda, 1975). This
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factor has led to the widespread and readily accepted belief that Afro-
Americans are genetically inferior to whites. The Coleman Report (1966),
and highly publicized articles authored by Jensen (1969), Herrnstein (1971),
and Bane and Jencks (1972) rather subtly endorsed the inherent genetic
deficiency theory in their explanations of the correlations between race,
socio-economic status, and school achievement. Several organizations
representing minority group members (American Personnel and Guidance
Association, 1970; Bay Area Association of Black Psychologists, 1968;
National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, 1974) viewed
the genetic causation theory to explain the difference between races as racist
and the use of IQ scores to place students in special education classes as
perpetuating illegal segregational patterns in public schools. These groups
called for a moratorium on the use of IQ tests to assess the intellectual ability
of minority groups.
Categorization and Labeling
Initially, the delivery of special education services to children with
special needs was based on the categorization of learning difficulties, hence
the term "categorical special education". Categories were established for
the: (1) blind, (2) deaf, (3) mentally retarded, (4) emotionally disturbed, and
(5) orthopedically handicapped (Chalfant & Scheffelin, 1969). For students
who did not fit neatly into these categories, Kirk (1963) popularized the term
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'learning disabilities". The learning disabled excluded children belonging
to the traditional categories and included only those children with disorders
in language and speech development, reading, and associated communication
skills needed for social interaction. Clements (1966) cited eight characteristics
peculiar to learning disabled children:
1. Hyperactivity
2. Perceptual-motor impairments
3. Emotional liability
4. General coordination deficits
5. Disorders of attention (short attention span, distractibility)
6. Impulsivity
7. Disorders of memory and thinking
8. Specific learning disabilities
(a) Reading
(b) Arithmetic
(c) Writing
(d) Spelling
(e) Equivocal neurological signs and electro-encephalographic
The categories developed for public school based special education
programs served a variety of additional purposes. First of all, categorization
allowed for easier administration of special education programs in that they
provided a sense of closure to the problem (Kirk, 1963). Secondly,
categorization at the public school level also enabled college based pre-
service and inservice teacher education training programs to design and
implement their programs with little difficulty; public schools hired special
education personnel according to their categorical training. Thirdly, the
categories were easily transformed into labels for the students.
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From Categorical .to Non-Categorical
Approaches
The categorical approach to the delivery of special educational services
failed to enhance the quality of instruction provided for children with special
needs. Labels and categories, like IQ tests, offered little information of
diagnostic and instructional value (Zubin, 1969). Furthermore, research
has indicated that labeling students tended to create additional problems
rather than eliminate old ones or as Menninger (1964) stated: ". . . the label
applied to the illness becomes about as damaging as the illness itself |j>. liQ. "
While investigating the effects of clinical labels on the attitudes of
teachers toward the students, Combs and Harper (1967) found that labels did
effect the attitudes of teachers toward exceptional children. Although some
labels had neutral or even positive effects, others elicited negative attitudes.
The researchers felt that these negative attitudes could result in teachers
behaving in a manner that would foster rather than eliminate the child's
problems. Along this same vein, studies by Beez (1968), Jones (1972),
and Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) indicated that the negative connotations
*
of labels influenced teaching behavior and reduced teacher expectations of
exceptional children.
Those researchers who examined the effects of labels of the pupils
themselves found that labels did not represent badges of distinction.
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Meyerowitz (1965) concluded that students labeled as educable mentally
retarded showed increased feelings of self-derogation after one year in
special education classes. Later, Meyerowitz (1967) found that labeling
students adversely affected the attitudes of peer groups toward the exceptional
child. McDonald (1962) addressed the issue of family attitudes toward
exceptional children and noted that the negative attitudes attached to the labels
were transferred to the child.
Dyck and Jones (1969) found that the stigma associated with labels and the
feelings of self-de rogation remained with students after graduation or school
termination. In a post-school follow-up study of 450 individuals who had been
labeled educable mentally retarded while in school, 65 percent of the respondents
would tell no one or only a few people of their former special class placement
out of fear of potential ridicule or public misunderstanding.
The debilitating effects and resulting stigmatization associated with
categorization and labels paved the way for the current non-categorical
approach to special education in both teacher training and the actual delivery
of services to children with special needs (Blackhurst, Cross, Nelson &
Tawney, 1973; Christopolos & Renz, 1969; Garrison & Hammill, 1971;
Haring & Philips, 1962; Kirk, 1974; Lilly, 1970; Schwartz, 1971). This
non-categorical approach is currently referred to as "mainstreaming".
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Remediation Procedures: Homogeneous
Grouping
After identifying the etiology of the learning difficulty, assigning an
IQ, and affixing an appropriate label to the exceptional child, remediation
became the next area of concern. Educators believed that remediation or
the "cure" would occur more rapidly in homogeneous classroom settings
(Bruininks & Runders, 1971). Underlying this belief was the supposition that
children with similar IQ scores had similar instructional needs (Reynolds,
1970). This assumption gave rise to the concept of "self-contained classrooms"
or special education classes.
Self-contained classrooms were established in public schools to
accommodate any and all students who were unable to adapt academically or
behaviorally to the regular classroom setting. Students usually spent the
entire school day in self-contained classrooms and seldom returned to the
regular classroom regardless of the circumstance or reasons surrounding
the initial placement. In addition, the student-teacher ratio was usually
decreased to facilitate more individualized instruction. Also, more monies
were invested per pupil on special education students than those students
in regular classrooms (Johnson, 1962).
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The Efficacy of Homogeneous Grouping
Contrary to the belief that grouping all low IQ students together in self-
contained classrooms would enhance the rapidity of their cure, it has been
found that homogeneous grouping in self-contained classrooms tended to work
to the disadvantage of exceptional children. Studies by Coleman (1972),
Goldstein (1967), Hoelke (1966), Kirk (1964), and Smith and Kennedy (1967)
have consistently demonstrated that exceptional children make as much or
more progress in the regular classroom setting. Perhaps Johnson (1962)
accurately summarized the seriousness of this situation when he stated:
It is indeed paradoxical that mentally handicapped children
having teachers especially trained, having more money (per
capita) spent on their education, and being designed to provide
for their unique needs, should be accomplishing the objectives
of their education at the same or at a lower level than similar
mentally handicapped children who have not had these advantages
and have been forced to remain in the regular grades [p. 6(T[.
The retrogression or lack of progress experienced by exceptional
children in self-contained classrooms stemmed in part from the belief that
instructional homogeneity existed among children with special needs.
MacMillan (1971) found that more heterogeneity existed among exceptional
students in self-contained classrooms than "normal" students in regular
classrooms. Other studies by Fuchigami (1969), Kirk and Johnson (1951),
Kolburne (1965), Simches and Bohn (1963), and Stevens (1971) have found
that curricula designed for exceptional children in special classes were
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"watered down versions" of regular curricula rather than individualized
programs to remediate specific learning deficits.
The failure of children with special needs to progress academically or
to change undesirable modes of behavior after special class placement has
also been attributed to the exclusionary process inherent in such placement
(Gallagher, 1972). Once placed in self-contained classrooms, exceptional
children were denied the opportunity to interact on a regular basis with other
children in the regular classroom setting. This exclusion was also extended
to extra-curricular activities. Consequently, exceptional children were also
denied the opportunity to participate in the cognitive and affective learning
experiences peculiar to peer group interaction.
Theoretical Implications for Survey
The review of the literature has focused on the theoretical assumptions
underlying the development of special education classes in public schools and
various research findings that have repudiated some of these theoretical
assumptions. In brief, the review of the literature revealed that:
1. Children have had to bear the onus for all learning and/or
behavioral difficulties encountered in public schools (Prouty, 1968).
2. IQ test scores are unfair criterion measure to determine
special class placement (Hobson v. Hansen, 1967).
3. The various labels affixed to learning and behavioral difficulties
were more debilitating than rehabilitating (Meyerowitz, 1967).
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4. Homogeneous grouping of exceptional children failed to have
any positive measurable effect on the academic or behavioral
performance of such children (Johnson, 1962).
5. After the initial identification of the exceptional child, special
education and ancillary school personnel have intervened and
assumed responsibility for the delivery of services to children
with special needs (Deno, 1970).
6. Legal mandates have been instrumental in changing some of the
identification and placement procedures and delivery of services
to children with special needs (Ross, DeYoung, & Cohen, 1971).
7. Regular classroom teachers have been denied the opportunity to
play a key role in the diagnosis of learning and/or behavioral
difficulties or the delivery of services to exceptional children
(Smith, 1969).
The review of the literature also revealed a paucity of investigations
focusing on the criteria used by elementary level regular classroom teachers
to identify children with special needs or their attitudes toward and about
learning difficulties, behavioral problems, and exceptional children. This
type of information is needed now that mainstreaming is requiring regular
classroom teachers to assume partial responsibility for the delivery of
services to exceptional children and now that inservice training programs are
being designed to assist regular classroom teachers with this new
responsibility.
CHAPTER III
PROCEDURES
Development of Questionnaire
Prior to the implementation of mainstreaming strategies, the regular
classroom teacher’s role in the identification and placement process of
exceptional children had not been the subject of much research. Consequently,
the writer was unable to locate a standardized assessment tool specifically
designed to ascertain the type of information sought. This factor led to the
development of a questionnaire for this survey.
The questionnaire was divided into two parts. (Bee Appendix, p. 116.
)
Part One, Demographic Information, consisted of twelve questions that
solicited demographic data related to the individual respondents and the
schools in which the respondents taught.
Part Two of the questionnaire, Information Related to Children with
Special Needs, consisted of ten statements that respondents were requested
to complete by ranking the five options below each statement. Rank order
was chosen as the mode of response in order to encourage teachers to
discriminate between and critically evaluate the significance of each option
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rather than crediting each option as being of equal significance.
The options listed under statements two, four, six, eight, nine, and
ten represent a combination of both the theoretical assumptions underlying
the development of special education classes and the research findings and
legal guidelines that have resulted in the current focus on restructuring the
identification and placement procedures of exceptional children.
The options listed under statements three, five, and seven represent
the broad categories that researchers have identified as interfering with
adequate academic development in the regular classroom setting.
In addition, the respondents were also requested to briefly explain why
they had ranked an option number one (the option that best described their
beliefs or procedures) and why they had ranked an option number five (the
option that least described their beliefs or procedures).
Selection of Sites
Initially it had been hoped that elementary level regular classroom
teachers from one public school system in Massachusetts could have provided
the data needed to complete this survey. The two preferred school systems
were Boston and Springfield. These school systems were preferred because
of their: (1) urban settings, (2) focus on the mainstreaming of exceptional
children, and (3) blend of Afro-American and Caucasian teachers and students.
The Boston Public School System was eliminated as a possible site because
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it was felt that the political dynamics resulting from the busing controversy
would have hampered efforts to collect the necessary data. When permission
was sought to conduct the survey in the Springfield School System, it was
denied by the Director of Research. As a feasible alternative, the writer
decided to conduct the survey in two different schools systems. West
Springfield and Washington, D. C. that when combined were representative
of the three criteria originally desired in Boston and Springfield.
Description of the West Springfield Elementary School Program . The
West Springfield Public School System consists of eight elementary schools
serving approximately 2,566 students and employing approximately 115 regular
classroom teachers. Both the teacher and student populations are pre-
dominately Caucasian (97%).
In West Springfield, the Special Education Program is designed to
comply with the Bartley-Daly Act of 1972 (implemented in September, 1974).
The Bartley-Daley Act is commonly referred to as Chapter 766. Briefly,
Chapter 766 is a comprehensive state law that endeavors to:
Provide an adequate publicly supported education to every child
resident therein, it is the purpose of this act to provide for a
flexible and uniform system of special education program
opportunities for all children requiring special education; to
provide a flexible and non-discriminatory system for identifying
and evaluating the individual needs of children requiring
special education; requiring evaluation of the needs of the child
and adequacy of the special education program before placement
and periodic evaluation of the benefit of the program to the child's
needs thereafter; and to prevent denials of equal educational
opportunity on the basis of national origin, sex, economic status.
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race, religion, and physical or mental handicap in the provision
of differential education services ^Section 1; p. lj.
Students are placed in school based special education programs in the
following manner:
1. Students are referred by regular classroom teachers.
2. The referral forms are submitted to the school principal who
in turn submits the forms to the Director of Special Services.
3. A Core Evaluation Team consisting of a teacher who has taught
the child, a physician, a special educator, a psychologist, and
a nurse or social worker conduct an assessment of the child’s
needs.
4. The Core Evaluation Team then determines the type of
special educational program that will benefit the child (usually
resource room or pupil adjustment placement on a part-time
basis).
5. The child is reevaluated periodically to determine if he or she
is benefitting from the placement or needs to be returned to
the regular classroom permanently.
Finally, the West Springfield School System employs the following
special education personnel at the elementary level:
6 Resource Room Teachers
2 Pupil Adjustment Teachers
7 Remedial Reading Teachers
3 Speech Therapists
3 School Adjustment Counselors
2 Core Evaluation Team Counselors
2 Social Counselors
8 Special Education Teacher Aides
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In West Springfield, the questionnaire was issued by the Director of
Elementary Education, collected, and returned to the investigator.
Description of Washington, D. C. Elementary School Program . The
Washington, D. C. Elementary School Program consists of 130 elementary
schools serving approximately 71,279 students and employing approximately
4,133 regular classroom teachers. Both the teacher and student populations
are predominately Afro-American (95%).
In order to improve the delivery of educational services to its students,
the school system was divided into six regions at the beginning of the 1974
fiscal year. Each region has its own superintendent and assistant
superintendent.
The Special Education Program in Washington, D. C. is designed to
comply with Judge J. Skelly Wright’s landmark decision resulting from the
Hobson vs. Hansen suit in 1967 and the Waddy Decree (1972) resulting from
the Mills v. District of Columbia Public Schools suit.
Judge Wright’s decision eliminated the use of IQ test results as the
criterion measure determining special class placement, abolished the
tracking system, and required the school system to spend an equal number of
dollars on the education of each student.
The Waddy Decree mandated that handicapped children and children
with behavioral problems could not be excluded from public education without
providing both alternative forms of schooling and adequate hearing and review
procedures
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Students are enrolled in school based special education programs in a
manner that correlates closely with the procedures adhered to in West
Springfield (Chapter 766 incorporates the guidelines resulting from both
the Hobson v» Hansen and Mills v. District of Columbia Public Schools
suits). Procedural steps for student enrollment is school based special
education programs are as follows:
1. Regular classroom teachers submit referral forms to the principal.
2. The principal submits the referral forms to the Department of
Pupil Personnel Services.
3. A staff person from Pupil Personnel Services consults with the
principal and reviews existing school records and previous reports.
4. Pupil Personnel Service staff members, with the assistance of
other appropriate educational and related resource persons, assess
the child's needs.
5. A report of the findings and recommendations are forwarded to the
Placement Officer in the Department of Special Education.
6. The Placement Officer determines the specific type of special
educational services that will benefit the student.
7. A conference is held with the parents to explain the purpose of the
designated placement and other important factors about the
placement.
8. The student is reevaluated periodically to determine if he or she
is benefitting from the placement or needs to be returned to the
regular classroom permanently.
Finally, the Washington, D. C. School System employs the following
special education personnel at the elementary level (this listing only includes
the special education personnel working in or available to the elementary
schools):
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138 Special Education Teachers
15 Learning Center Teachers
30 Itinerant Diagnostic Teachers
7 Itinerant Teachers for Visually Imparied
3 Resource Teachers
24 Psychologists
24 Social Workers
15 Educational Aides
In Washington, D. C.
,
the questionnaire was issued by the Director
of a Title I Reading Program and returned by mail to the investigator.
Selection of Population
All of the regular classroom teachers from West Springfield were
asked to complete the questionnaire. However, the size of the Washington,
D. C. Elementary School Program necessitated selecting a smaller population
of teachers. The regular classroom teachers completing the questionnaire
from Washington, D. C. Schools were selected from the K-6 elementary
schools in Region II. The population was selected from Region II because
the schools therein matched closely with those in West Springfield in the areas
of: (1) size of student and teacher populations, (2) distribution of grade
levels, (3) number of regular classroom teachers employed, (4) number of
school based special education programs and special education personnel,
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and (5) number of elementary schools. (See Table 1, p. 39.)
Statistical Analysis of the Data
All statistical treatment of the data resulting from the questionnaire
was accomplished via the computer program labeled SPSS (Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences; Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent,
1975).
For the purposes of this survey, the investigator selected to report
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation and chi-square results at the . 05
level of confidence or higher.
The results of the computer statistical treatment of the data are
presented and discussed in Chapters IV and V of this manuscript.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
Introduction
As stated earlier, the statistical treatment of the data was accomplished
via the SPSS computer program. Due to the brevity of the questionnaire,
the uncontrolled conditions under which the data was collected, and the
circumscribed purpose of the questionnaire, statistical analysis of the data
was minimal. The investigator did not want to report or draw conclusions
from indepth statistical analyses that would have been misleading or beyond
the scope of the intent of the instrument.
To obtain answers to the ten questions that this survey sought to answer,
one-way frequency distributions were ascertained by treating each option
listed under each question in Part Two of the instrument as a separate
variable.
In order to obtain some insight into the possibility of significant
relationships existing between selected demographic variables and the
options receiving the highest frequency rankings
,
the Pearson Product-
Moment Correlation statistical procedure was employed. The selected
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demographic variables were: (1) age, (2) educational background, (3) ethnic
affiliation, (4) grading system used, (5) grade level currently teaching, and
(6) teaching experience.
Using location as the dependent variable, chi-square analysis was
employed via the subprogram Cros stabs. It was not the investigator’s intent
to compare the responses of teachers by site when location was isolated as a
dependent variable. However, it was felt that if a response to a question was
not representative of the group as a whole because location was clearly the
dependent variable, such findings warranted reporting so as not to distort the
conclusions 'drawn about the population as a whole.
Results of the data analyses are presented in three parts. The first
part focuses on the one-way frequency responses to the ten questions that
this survey sought to answer (Tables 3-12). Part two concentrates on the
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation results (Tables 13-20). In Part three,
the chi-square analysis results are presented (Tables 21-25).
Fifteen percent (15%) responded to the request to briefly explain why
they had ranked an option number one or number five. Consequently, the
qualitative statements were not included in the statistical treatment of the
data nor the discussion of the results.
Since rank order data can be extremely misleading if only reported by
the individually assigned ranks, the investigator selected to report the one-
way frequency and chi-square responses according to ranking patterns. Thus
the percentages presented in the text will represent combined percentages of
the first and second rank order responses.
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Part I
One-Way Frequency Responses
Summary of Demographic Information. Table 2 represents a summary
of the demographic information sought in Part One of the questionnaire. A
total of 195 elementary classroom teachers answered the questionnaire.
Most of the respondents (93%) were female. The mean age of the respondents
was thirty-five. More Caucasian teachers (53%) responded to the questionnaire
than did Afro-American teachers (46%). Most of the respondents (65%) had
a bachelors degree plus education related courses. Although slightly more
fifth grade teachers (16%) are represented in the survey, the number of
teachers representing grades K-6 is almost evenly distributed. An almost
even distribution also exists between the grading systems used by teachers
(52% graded and 46% nongraded). All of the participating schools had some
type of special educational service housed in the school. A total of 85% of
the respondents had participated in some type of special education inservice
training. Most of the teachers (95%) were certified and had permanent
teaching status (96%). The majority of the teachers (64%) reported teaching
a combination of both academic and nonacademic subject matter. Slightly
more than half of the respondents (59%) had been teaching between ten and
fifteen years.
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Criteria Most Often Used to Identify Exceptional Children. Table 3
indicates that teachers rely on comparison with peers most often when
identifying exceptional children (79. 8%) followed by a reliance on informal
diagnostic tests (63.9%). The child’s past school history (31%) is selected
as a third option by teachers. Teachers are least likely to concern them-
selves with IQ test scores (4. 1%) and the child's interaction with his or her
peer group (3.1%).
Procedures Adhered to Prior to Identifying Exceptional Children.
Table 4 shows teachers trying different instructional approaches (67. 1%)
and comparing the child’s overall progress with peers (48. 5%) prior to
identifying the child as being exceptional. Even though teachers rank ’’discuss
concerns with other teachers who have taught the child" (31.9%) and "administer
informal diagnostic tests" (34. 6%) almost evenly, careful examination of the
table reveals that teachers tend to administer informal diagnostic tests more
often. Teachers report being the least concerned with reviewing the child's
cumulative folder (14. 5%).
Procedures Most Often Adhered to Before Identifying an Exceptional
Child. Table 5 shows most teachers discussing their concerns with the special
education teacher (69. 2%) and conferring with parents (58. 9%) before
identifying an .exceptional child. Teachers were least likely to recommend
a physical examination (15.9%) or observe the child in other settings (14.9%).
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Effects of Current Focus on Exceptional Children on Regular Classroom
Teachers. A high percentage of teachers (78. 4%) report that the current
focus on exceptional children has increased their awareness of such children
in their classrooms. (See Table 6.) Secondly, teachers report that the
current focus on exceptional children has induced them to learn more about
such children (67.7%). Few teachers report that the current focus on
exceptional children has made it more difficult for them to identify such
children (9.8%) or confused them (13.8%).
Attitudes Toward the Causes of Exceptionalities . Table 7 indicates
that problems in the home (85.6%) are overwhelmingly viewed as "the" main
cause of learning difficulties followed by practices and procedures adhered
to by schools (36.4%). Hereditary factors (15.7%) and poverty (26. 7%) are
viewed as being the least likely to represent the causes of exceptionalities.
Exceptionalities Most Difficult to Identify. Perceptual-motor difficulties
(87.4%) and social adjustment difficulties (73.8%) are the two exceptionalities
that teachers find the most difficult to identify, according to Table 8. Fifty
percent of the teachers rank math difficulties as a third option. Teachers
report having few problems identifying behavioral (4. 1%) or reading (7.9%)
difficulties.
51
to
W
$
g
H
2
1§P
U
P'4
O
s
u
w
pH
pH
w
lO
0
CO
3
o
CO
1.5
C—
rH
•
00
9.2
tH
5.6
H< 03 tH tH
a
CO
-
Ph
3
0 in 03
XI . • • .3 CO 00 03 rH o t> 00 t>
o in 03 tH O in
l
tH
to to to
. • . •
03 rH to tH in O in O in
t> co rH in 03 in 03
co 03 00 rH
. • . •
rH rH rH CO 00 CO 03 © in
to CO tH o in rH
o
•43
w
•H
"ctf
GO
w
a
o
•H
-4->
O
in
tH ©
in
00 tH
03 to
to
fc* co
o
5
§ a3 0)
CT* 0
© 33 0
Ph CU
o
3 -M0 33 (U
p< 0$ 3
(-1 CD
Pi
>>
o
3 -M
CD 33 0
8* B
3 0
Ph Ph
r303
co
03
O
a
a d
% g0 %
1 ' r—t
o 3“ o
xi
o
3
CO
4->
3
o
8
0
a
T3
00
%
a
a
o
o3
cn
w
0
a
T3
0
10
oU
(N
rt 3
I
i&5 -a
«u d
3 |
£:§
a a
t3 0
co
D—
C- 00
5*
0 33 0
o< 0
0 33 0
Pn Pi
fafl
co
3
T3
a s3 aj
•51
CD «
a-s
s g0
o
in
hi
rH
rH
03
tH
rH
00
rH0
303
cr03
Ph
in
such
children
Percent
4.1
5.6
6.2
58.5
25.6
SUMMARY
OF
RESPONSE
TO
ATTITUDES
TOWARD
THE
CAUSES
OF
EXCEPTIONALITIES
52
o m 00
• • • • •
in 05 05 05 O CO rH co t> eg rH
rH CO CM C— CO CO CO
rH rH rH eg CO
• • • • •
CD
CO
a
05 in in co co co m co 44 egCM ^ CM m cm eg
o
a
CO
£ CO in o o
a • • • • •
CD co eg rH o o 05 05 C- 05 o 05
CO CO CM rH CO rH CO rH
*4
o
rH O O CO CO
• • • • •
CM in CO rH rH rH rH CM rH CO CO
<N CM CM CM rH eg
CO CO rH rH
• • • • •
rH o o o m CO ^ oo CO CO
CM rH CO rH eg co
rH
>> >> >> >> >>0 O O O o
o S3 +J a -*-> a +-> a a •M
33 CD a 0 a 0 a 0 a 0 a
CO a 0 a 0 a 0 a 0 a 0
£ oa O' o0 a cr* o0 a a* o0 a s
4 o
a
CCS a 0 a 0 a 0 a 0 a 0
& ft ft ft ft ft ft ft ft ft ft
CO
a
CD
CO
0S a
2
a
3 “
0 oO o
0
a
o CO
CO
g
a
73
0
rG
0 ^
ft s
1 &
40
0
a
a
a
2
o
a
<+H
X3
CO 2
•3
S?
•H
4->
CO
a
0 T-l0 s a
a
•4-»
aO
•Jh 0
-M tj
0
rH a T?
0 CD 5 X3 0 0
T3 a S O a >
a a »g a 0 o
o ft a ft a ft
• • • • •
rH eg co in
SUMMARY
OF
RESPONSE
TO
>*
Pm
—iH
£
Pt3
a
o
H
D
O
t—
<
Pm
3
H
CO
a
Eh
§
h-t
Eh
Pm
w
u
X
w
in
a) ^
CO
d
a
CO
0
P3
Mi
0
in
.
00
• •
co
.
T3 CO o o rH o 03 in o 05
Ml
o
CM rH 03 iH CM rH os in CM
CM
O
B
a
co
CO
§
&
in
rH ©
CM
CO
©
iH ©
co
CD rji
^ CM
OS
os in
^ CM
CO
in
e<j cm
CM
.
m in
CM CD
>>
o
d -m0 dd <u
o< o
35 ud 0)
Pm PM
CD
in cm
in
co
&
§ sd 0
cr o
35 mi
Ml CD
Pm Pi
00
m
CM
£
d -h
as dd as
£ g
Mi as
Pm Pi
CO
as
•H
•3
o
h0
CM
ccJ
CO
os o
rH tH
05
CM CD
CO tH
CM
in co
CM rH
m
oo os
o
g 3d as
a< o
3s Mi
'
as
Pi£
53
in
in
o
05
co
>>
a
d0
d
s?
£
0
5
CO
d
f
•H
o
o
CO
m
difficulties
Percent
20.0
53.8
14.9
5.8
2.6
54
Exceptionalities with which Teachers Need the Most Assistance . Table
9 indicates that teachers need the most assistance with children manifesting
behavioral (63.6%), perceptual-motor (57%), and social adjustment (53.1%)
difficulties. Teachers report needing the least amount of assistance with
math (16%) and reading (9.9%) difficulties.
Exceptionalities with which Teachers are Most Concerned . A high
percentage of teachers (90%) report being the most concerned if the child
demonstrates behavioral difficulties. (See Table 10.) Teachers rank reading
difficulties (69. 5%) as the second exceptionality with which they are concerned.
Teachers report being the least concerned if the child demonstrates perceptual-
motor (19.1%), social adjustment (21.6%), or math (16.6%) difficulties.
Attitudes Toward Placement in which Exceptional Children Would
Progress Most Rapidly. Teachers feel that exceptional children would progress
most rapidly if placed in special education classes on a part-time basis (96. 4%)
followed by placement in the regular classroom with assistance from the special
education teacher (79. 4%). Few teachers feel that the child would progress
rapidly in the regular classroom (3.1%) or in a regular classroom other than
that of the referring teacher (7.2%). The option "special education permanently"
had an almost even distribution among the five ranks. (See Table 11.)
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Attitudes Toward the Use of Labels to Describe Learning and
Behavioral Difficulties . Table 12 indicates that teachers believe that labels
have assisted them in obtaining services for exceptional children (70. 8%) and
assisted in the administration of special education programs (56%).
ers rank ’’assisted me in identifying exceptional children" third (44.7%).
;achers report that labels have had no influence on them (9.9%) or
sd them (17.3%).
Part II
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Results
;tion. The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation statistical procedure
)loyed to determine if significant relationships existed between selected
phic variables and the options receiving the highest frequency ranking,
cted variables were: (1) age, (2) educational background, (3) ethnic
l, (4) grading system used, (5) grade level currently teaching, and
ng experience.
hen the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation is calculated via the
outer program on variables that require a coding system to indicate
roupings (i.e., age, grade level), the coding system becomes an
.rt of the manner in which the significant relationships are interpreted.
59
The selected demographic variables were grouped in the following
manner:
(1) Age
1=22-24
2=25-29
3=30-34
4=40-44
6=45-49
7=50-54
8=55-59
9=60-64
(2) Ethnic Affiliation
1= Afro-American
2=Caucasian
(2) Educational Background
1=B.S./B.A.
2=B.S./B. A. plus
3=Masters
4=Masters plus
(5) Grading System
l=Graded
2=Non-graded
(4) Years Teaching Experience
1=1-3
2=4-6
3=7-9
4=10-12
(6) Grade Level
1=K
2=1
3=2
4=3
5=13-15
6=16-18
7=19-21
8=Over 21
5=4
6=5
7-6
Relationship Between Selected Demographic Variables and the Criteria
Most Often Used to Identify Exceptional Children. Younger teachers (ages 21-
30) have a tendency to use informal diagnostic tests more (r=.-13, p.<.05).
Black teachers use informal diagnostic tests (r=r27, p<. 05) more than do
white teachers. Teachers with the least amount of teaching experience
(r=rl2, p<.05) also tend to use informal diagnostic tests more to identify
exceptional children. Teachers using letter grades to evaluate students tend
to compare students with peers (r=."13, p-c .05) more so than do teachers using
a non-graded evaluation system. Those teachers instructing the lower grades
(K-3) tend to compare students with peers (r=. 16, p<. 05) more so than those
teachers instructing the higher grade levels (4-6). Table 13 represents these
results
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Relationship Between Selected Demographic Variables and Procedures
Adhered to Prior to Identifying Exceptional Children . Table 14 shows seven
significant correlations between the selected demographic variables and
procedures adhered to prior to identifying exceptional children.
Younger teachers (ages 21-30) tend to discuss their concerns with
other teachers who have taught the child (r= 713, p < . 05) more so than do
older teachers.
White teachers tend to compare the child’s overall progress with the
child’s peers (r= .20, .005) more so than do Afro-American teachers.
Only one significant relationship exists between the options listed in
Table 14 and educational background. Teachers with the most education
compare the child's overall progress with the child's peers (r= .19, p <.005).
Teachers instructing grades (4-6) tend to: (1) discuss their concerns
with other teachers who have taught the child (r=T34, pc.05), (2) try different
instructional approaches (r=T31, p <.005), and (3) administer informal
diagnostic tests (r=-30, p<. 05) more than do teacher instructing grades
(K-3).
Teachers using letter grades to evaluate students administer informal
diagnostic tests (r=720,p<. 005) prior to identifying exceptional children more
so than do teachers using nongraded methods of evaluation.
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Relationship Between Selected Demographic Variables and Procedures
Most Often Adhered to Before Identifying Exceptional Children . According
to Table 15 white teachers tend to have conferences with parents (r= . 21,
p . 005) before identifying exceptional children while Afro-American
teachers tend to discuss their concerns with special education teachers
(r= -.39, p < .005) before identifying exceptional children. In addition,
teachers between the ages of thirty-five and sixty tend to discuss their
concerns with special education teachers (r= .20, p < .005) more so than
do younger teachers.
Teachers with the most education tend to confer with parents (r= .12,
p < . 05) before identifying exceptional children along with teachers
instructing grades four through six (r= .23, p < .005).
Relationship Between Selected Demographic Variables and Attitudes
Toward the Causes of Exceptionalities . Teachers between the ages of thirty-
five and sixty view practices and procedures adhered to by schools as
contributing to the causes of exceptionalities more so than do younger
teachers (r= .18, p < .005) along with Afro-American teachers (r=-.23,
p < .005). In addition, Afro-American teachers tend to view problems in
the home as contributing to the causes of exceptionalities (r= -.15, p < .05)
more so than do white teachers.
65
Teachers with the most teaching experience view practices and
procedures adhered to by school as causing exceptionalities (r= .13, p< .05)
more so than do teachers with only a few years teaching experience.
Teachers using a letter grade system of evaluating students view
problems in the home (r= .28, p < .005) and poverty (r= .14, p < .05) more
so than do teachers using the nongraded system of evaluating student
performance.
Table 16 represents these results.
Relationship Between Selected Demographic Variables and the
Exceptionalities Most Difficult to Identify. Table 17 shows white teachers
experiencing difficulty identifying math difficulties (r= . 25, p < . 005) and
social adjustment difficulties (r= .19, p< .005).
Teachers with the least amount of teaching experience have difficulty
identifying perceptual-motor difficulties (r= - . 14, p. < . 05) and social
adjustment difficulties (r= .12, p <. .05).
Teachers instructing grades (K-3) experience difficulty identifying
math difficulties (r= -.16, p < .05) while teachers instructing grades four
through six have difficulty identifying social adjustment problems (r= . 14,
p < .05).
Teachers using a nongraded system of evaluating student performance
have difficulty identifying math problems (r= .18, p < .005).
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Relationship Between Selected Demographic Variables and the
Exceptionalities with which Teachers Need the Most Assistance. Younger
teachers (21-30) report needing the most assistance with behavior difficulties
(r= 16, p < . 05). ^
Black teachers report needing the most assistance with perceptual-
motor difficulties (r= -.23, p < .005) and reading difficulties (r= -.20,
p <.005). On the other hand, white teachers report needing the most
assistance with social adjustment difficulties (r= .19, p < .005) and math
difficulties (r= .26, p < .005).
Teachers with a masters degree plus report needing the most
assistance with perceptual-motor- difficulties (r= .16, p <.05) and teachers
with the least amount of experience report needing the most assistance with
behavioral difficulties (r= -. 16, p< .05).
Teachers using a letter grade method of evaluating student performance
report needing the most assistance with reading difficulties (r= -. 19,
p < .005) and behavioral difficulties (r= -.12, p < .05).
Teachers instructing grades four through six report needing the most
assistance with students manifesting math difficulties (r= .21, p < .005).
Table 18 represents these findings.
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Relationship Between Selected Demographic Variables and the
Exceptionalities with which Teachers Are Most Concerned, According to
Table 19, Afro-American teachers are the most concerned if the student
demonstrates reading (r= -.47, p< .05), behavioral (r= -.14, p < .05),
and math (r= -.33, p <. .005) difficulties. On the other hand white teachers
are the most concerned if the student demonstrates perceptual-motor
(r= .58, p < .005) and social adjustment (r= .26, p < .005) difficulties.
Teachers with the least amount of teaching experience are most
concerned if the child demonstrates perceptual-motor difficulties (r= -. 12,
p .05) and behavioral difficulties (r= -. 13, p < 4 05).
Teachers instructing grades K-3 are concerned if children manifest
perceptual-motor difficulties (r= -.13, p < . 05) and math difficulties
(r= -. 15, p < . 05).
Teachers using a letter grade system of evaluating student performance
are the most concerned if students manifest reading difficulties (r= -.12,
p < .05) while teachers using a nongraded system are the most concerned
if students manifest perceptual-motor difficulties (r= .12, p < .05).
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Part III
Chi-Square Analysis Results
Introduction. The investigator would like to emphasize once again that
the isolation of location as a dependent variable was for the sole purpose of
providing a more accurate picture of the population as a whole rather than
comparing the two populations by site.
Crosstabulations were ascertained for all of the fifty options listed in
Part Two of the questionnaire. Only seven significant differences related
to the identification of exceptional children or exceptionalities were found
when location was isolated as the dependent variable.
Crosstabulation of Location by the use of Informal Diagnostic Tests
to Identify Exceptional Children. Table 20 indicates that of the 72 teachers
who ranked informal diagnostic tests as a first option, well over half (70. 8%)
were from the Washington, D. C. Public Schools. Yet the second ranking
is almost identical for both groups (West Springfield 53. 8%) and Washington,
D. C. 46.2%). The West Springfield teachers selected the use of informal
diagnostic tests as a third option (71.8%) more often than did teachers from
Washington, D. C. (28.2%).
The differences between the responses of the teachers when using
location as the dependent variable is significant (p< .005).
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Crosstabulation of Location by Poverty as Causing Exceptionalities .
Teachers from Washington, D. C. tend to view poverty as a contributing
factor to learning difficulties more so than teachers from West Springfield
(p < .05). Table 21 shows a large percentage of the Washington, D. C.
teachers (27.3%) ranking poverty as first, second, or third while only 18. 6
percent of the West Springfield teachers ranked poverty as a second or third
option. Note that none of the West Springfield teachers ranked poverty as
a first option.
Crosstabulation of Location by Practices and Procedures Adhered to
by Schools as Causing Exceptionalities. Table 22 indicates that of the
twenty-nine teachers ranking this option as a first choice 75.9 percent
were from Washington, D. C. (p = .01). Yet the percentage of teachers
ranking this option as a second choice is almost evenly distributed between
the two locations (West Springfield, 51.2 percent and Washington, D. C.
,
48. 8 percent).
Crosstabulation of Location by Needs Most Assistance with Perceptual-
Motor Difficulties . Table 23 shows West Springfield teachers needing more
assistance with perceptual-motor problems than do Washington, D. C.
teachers (p<.001). Note that of the sixty-one teachers selecting this option
as a first choice, 65. 6 percent are from West Springfield. Also note that
54. 2 percent of the teachers selecting this as a second option were from
West Springfield.
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Crosstabulation of Location by Perceptual-Motor Difficulties as
Causing the Most Concern . Of the thirty-six teachers ranking this option as
a first or second choice, only one is from Washington, D. C. (p<.001).
Only six teachers from Washington, D. C. selected this as even a third
option.
Table 24 represents these findings.
Crosstabulation of Location by Reading Difficulties as Causing the
Most Concern . Table 25 shows teachers from Washington, D. C. being much
more concerned with reading difficulties than are teachers from West
Springfield. Of the sixty-nine teachers ranking this option first, 68.
1
percent are from Washington, D. C. and of the sixty-five teachers ranking
this option second, 66.2 percent are from Washington, D. C. (p <; .001).
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS
Introduction
The discussion and interpretation of the findings presented in Chapter
IV will be in accordance with the ten questions that this survey sought to
answer. (See pages 4 and 5.) Furthermore, the interpretation and
discussion of the findings will be based primarily on the one-way frequency
responses to each question. (See Tables 3 to 12.) The significant findings
related to the statistical treatment of the individual options listed under
questions one, two, three, five, six, seven, and eight will be interpreted
and discussed along with each of these questions as they are presented in
their entirety.
Question I
What are the criteria most often used by regular classroom teachers to
identify children they perceive as having special needs ? The criteria most
often used by regular classroom teachers to identify children they perceive
as having special needs are: (1) how the child compares with his or her
peers and (2) informal diagnostic tests. In that teachers assigned such a
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low ranking to "how the child interacts with his or her peers", it is assumed
that this comparison is of an academic nature.
The dependence on informal diagnostic tests is in keeping with the
current trend in education of assessing the learning difficulties peculiar to
the individual child and then structuring a program of remediation accordingly
(Hammill, 1971; Jones & MacMillan, 1974; Smith, 1969). While a reliance
on how the child compares with his or her peers may appear inconsistent
with the philosophy underlying the use of informal diagnostic tests, it is
probably the first indication to a teacher that the child is experiencing
learning or behavioral difficulties.
The low percentage of teachers using IQ test results as a criterion
measure more than likely stems from the fact that many of the participating
schools are no longer using IQ tests or are only using them on an intermittent
basis. In addition, the many fallacies inherent in IQ testing have received
wide press and television coverage during the last ten years.
The low percentage of teachers reporting that they use the child's past
school history as a criterion measure could represent an endeavor on the
part of teachers to project the "halo effect". The halo effect is the tendency
of respondents to answer questions in the manner in which they feel they
are expected to answer (Tuckman, 1972).
Teachers instructing grades four through six tend to compare students
with their peers more so than do teachers instructing the lower grades. This
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correlation could possibly stem from the tendency to accept differences and
variations in the development of children between the ages of five and eight
more than in children between the ages of nine and twelve. Once children reach
the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade, there is a tendency to expect them to have
adapted academically, behaviorally, and socially.
Younger teachers (ages 21-30) and teachers with the least amount of
teachipg experience use informal diagnostic test results more to identify
exceptional children than do their counterparts. This indicates that younger
teachers, having been more recent graduates of preservice training programs
advocating the uniqueness of individual learning modalities
,
are incorporating
this training into their identification processes.
The tendency of teachers instructing the lower grades (K-3) to use
informal diagnostic test results more also supports the belief that differences
in children between the ages of six and eight are more readily accepted and
sought out.
The correlation between Afro-American teachers and the use of
informal diagnostic test scores to identify exceptional children is more than
likely a reflection of location rather than ethnic affiliation. For years, large
sums of money have been allotted to the Washington, D. C. Public School
System by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in an endeavor
to eradicate low reading scores. This has led to continuous diagnostic
testing of students for the purpose of developing individualized remedial
reading programs of study.
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Question II
What are the procedures most often adhered to by regular classroom
teachers prior to the identification of exceptional children? Prior to
identifying exceptional children, teachers try different instructional approaches
and compare the child's overall progress with his or her peers. In this
instance, teachers selected "administer informal diagnostic tests" as a
third procedural step. This ordering suggests that teachers are attempting
to accommodate for various learning modalities before identifying a child as
having special needs.
The low percentage of teachers reporting that they discuss their
concerns with other teachers who have taught the child or review the child's
cumulative folder indicates that many teachers are attempting to formulate
unbiased opinions about children. On the other hand, this could also represent
another manifestation of attempting to project the "halo effect".
Even though the option "discuss concerns with other teachers who have
taught the child" was not selected as a first or second option, it was found that
younger teachers (ages 21-30) have a tendency to assign a high ranking to this
option. In that age is also a reflection of experience, this might indicate that
younger teachers are seeking information regarding teaching techniques and
materials that past teachers have used with the same child.
86
Teachers instructing the lower grades (K-3) tend to: (1) discuss their
concerns with other teachers who have taught the child, (2) try different
instructional approaches, and (3) administer informal diagnostic tests more
so than do teachers instructing the upper grades (4-6). These relationships
are probably more indicative of the age levels of the children involved than of
the grade levels. Early detection and remediation has been the focus of most
school systems throughout the United States (Keogh & Becker, 1973). There-
fore, it is only natural that such a high level of significance would exist
between teachers instructing these grade levels and the three options selected.
This belief is further supported by the relationship existing between teachers
using a nongraded method of evaluation and the use of informal diagnostic
tests. A nongraded method of evaluation is usually employed in the first,
second, and third grades.
White teachers tend to compare the child's overall progress with peers
prior to identifying exceptional children. This correlation suggests that
these teachers are establishing classroom norms that all children are
expected to maintain and that those children who are unable to keep pace are
identified as having special needs.
Question III
What are the procedures most often adhered to by regular classroom
teachers before identifying a child as having special needs ? The vast
majority of the teachers responding report that they discuss their concerns
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with the special education teacher and have a conference with parents before
identifying exceptional children. Since special education teachers are viewed
as specialist specifically trained to render the "cure” (Deno, 1970) and are
usually housed in resource rooms with an abundance of expensive educational
materials (Johnson, 1962), it is only natural that regular classroom teachers
would consult these teachers.
The tendency on the part of teachers to confer with parents stems from
two specific factors. First of all, the majority of the teachers participating
in this survey believe that learning and behavioral difficulties are related to
problems in the home. By conferring with parents, teachers may feel that
they could gain some insight into the possible cause of the difficulty. Secondly,
litigation in the field of special education, particularly the specific laws
governing the two school systems involved in this survey, calls for due
process as required by the 14th Amendment of the United States Constitution.
In this instance, this means that parents must be notified of any pending
identification processes or special educational services that will be rendered
to their children. In addition, the high correlation between Caucasian teachers
and the selection of the option "have conference with parents" also supports
this belief. Over ninety-five percent of the Caucasion teachers participating
in this survey are from the West Springfield Public School System where
special education programs are designed to comply with Chapter 766. This
law includes detailed procedures and time guidelines for consulting parents
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parents prior to identifying the child as having special needs.
The low percentage of teachers recommending a physical examination
suggests that teachers do not view undetected health problems as being an
integral part of learning and behavioral difficulties. Yet, the side effects
of undiagnosed visual, auditory, and medical abnormalities such as diabetes
and petite mal epileptic seizures can interfere with the learning process
(Kirk, 1972).
The significant relationship between Afro-American teachers and the
option ’’discuss concerns with special education teacher” is more than likely
due to the number of special education teachers housed in or available to
the elementary schools in Washington, D. C.
Question IV
Has the current focus on exceptional children had positive or negative
effects on regular classroom teachers? Since a high percentage of the teachers
report that the current focus has: (1) increased their awareness of exceptional
children in their classrooms and (2) induced them to learn more about such
children, it can be concluded that the current focus has had positive effects
on regular classroom teachers.
The response to "induced me to learn more about such children”
presents few concerns and is supported by the number of teachers who have
participated in some form of special education inservice training. However,
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the response to "increased my awareness of such children in my classroom"
gives rise to two questions: (1) Are teachers identifying students too rapidly
and thus negating ample opportunities for children to compensate for some
learning difficulties? and (2) Are teachers taking into consideration latent
development in some areas for some children? Every perceived learning
difficulty will not necessitate a core evaluation or special class placement.
As Menninger (1964) has proposed, the resulting stigmatization may be more
damaging to the child than the difficulty itself. In addition, every child will
not possess the mental or physiological maturity necessary to acquire all of
the tasks that he is she is expected to learn at a given point in time. Yet,
this in and of itself is not indicative of a learning deficiency.
The low percentage of teachers reporting that the current focus on
exceptional children has confused them or made it more difficult for them to
identify such children may stem from the manner in which the options were
stated. It was not clearly indicated that these options were primarily
concerned with the legal guidelines governing the identification of exceptional
children.
Question V
What are the regular classroom teachers* beliefs concerning the causes
of exceptionalities ? Problems in the home are overwhelmingly viewed as
"the" cause of learning and behavioral difficulties followed by practices and
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procedures adhered to by schools. Although the selection of these two
options may appear to be inconsistent with one another, the option "problems
in the home" was selected as a first or second choice twice as often as the
option "practices and procedures adhered to by schools".
The high percentage of teachers believing that problems in the home
cause exceptionalities is consistent with the teacher blaming the parents and
the parents blaming the teachers syndrome. Also, identifying problems in the
home as the cause of learning and behavioral difficulties is the easiest
explanation for school based personnel to offer and supports Prouty’s (1968)
premise that the child must always bear the onus for any learning difficulty.
Teachers between the ages of thirty-five and sixty and teachers with the
most teaching experience tend to view practices and procedures adhered to by
schools as causing exceptionalities. Since these teachers have had more
exposure to the policies governing public school education and more opportunities
to witness the adverse repercussions as they relate to children, such a
correlation is readily understandable.
The correlation between Afro-American teachers and the belief that
exceptionalities are caused by practices and procedures adhered to by schools
is once again more indicative of location than ethnic affiliation. The Washington,
D. C. Public School System has had five superintendents during the last nine
years, four of whom have left under a cloud of controversy. This continuous
changing of the guard has created serious problems that have had negative
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effects on teacher attitudes and that have interferred with the delivery of
services to children.
The low percentage of teachers reporting that undetected health
problems and hereditary factors cause exceptionalities indicates that teachers
do not give much consideration to the possibility of health related concerns
during the identification process. This belief is further supported by the low
percentage of teachers recommending a physical examination before identifying
a child as having special needs.
Question VI
What are the exceptionalities that regular classroom teachers have
difficulty identifying? The majority of the teachers report that they have
difficulty identifying perceptual-motor problems and social adjustment
problems. Since behavior problems are readily identifiable and teachers have
had more extensive training in reading and math instruction, the selection of
these two options is easily understood. Furthermore, the literature pertaining
to perceptual-motor difficulties usually focuses on neurological dysfunctions
occurring in some area of the brain (Chalfant & Scheffelin, 1969). As a
result, many teachers may view the identification of this exceptionality as
falling more within the domain of the medical profession.
Of the teachers reporting that they have difficulty identifying perceptual-
motor and social adjustment problems, most were those teachers with the
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least amount of teaching experience.
Teachers instructing the first, second, and third grades have more
difficulty identifying math problems than do teachers instructing the upper
grades. This probably stems from the fact these teachers have a tendency
to concern themselves more with reading instruction.
Teachers instructing grades four, five, and six have difficulty
identifying social adjustment difficulties. This may indicate teachers'
uncertainty concerning what constitutes normal socialization processes and
what constitutes individual choice regarding socialization.
Question VII
Do regular classroom teachers seek special educational services more
readily for specific types of learning or related difficulties ? Teachers seek
special educational services most often for students manifesting behavioral
problems and perceptual-motor difficulties. In that behavioral problems are
usually disruptive to the entire class and teachers have already reported
having difficulty identifying perceptual-motor problems, the selection of
these two options is understandable.
Younger teachers (ages 21-30) and teachers with the least amount of
teaching experience seek assistance for children demonstrating behavioral
problems more so than do older teachers. Perhaps these teachers have not
yet acquired the classroom management skills necessary to avoid precipitating
behavioral problems.
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Afro-American teachers seek special educational service more readily
for perceptual-motor difficulties and reading difficulties. As stated earlier,
the Washington, D. C. Public School System focuses on increasing the reading
skills of its students and has several federally funded reading programs in
operation that are designed to meet this objective. In addition, the Washington,
D. C. Public School System has a special school for students manifesting
serious perceptual-motor difficulties. Therefore, it is only natural that these
teachers would select these two exceptionalities.
Caucasian teachers seek special educational services more readily for
social adjustment difficulties. This correlation is more than likely related
to the presence of pupil adjustment classes in the West Springfield Public
School System.
Teachers instructing the lower grades (K-3) seek special educational
services more readily for reading difficulties and behavioral problems. In
that these grades represent a crucial period during the development of basic
skills and the two exceptionalities involved here are basic to a child's ability
to function adequately throughout his or her school career, these correlations
are readily understandable.
Question VIII
What are the exceptionalities with which regular classroom teachers are
the most concerned? Teachers are the most concerned if the child demon-
strates behavioral problems and reading difficulties. These choices are
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consistent with the options selected for the types of learning or related
difficulties for which teachers seek special educational services more readily
and the same reasoning is applicable to this question.
Afro-American teachers are the most concerned if the child demonstrates
reading and/or math difficulties. This is in keeping with the focus of the school
system in which they are employed. On the other hand, Caucasian teachers are
the most concerned if the child demonstrates perceptual-motor or social adjust-
ment difficulties. The vast majority of the students in West Springfield do not
score below national norms in reading. Consequently, these teachers are
more concerned with perceptual-motor and social adjustment difficulties.
As was the case in question seven, younger teachers (ages 21-30) and
teachers with the least amount of teaching experience also report being the most
concerned if the child demonstrates perceptual-motor and/or behavioral
difficulties. The same reasoning given in question seven is also applicable
here.
Teachers instructing the lower grades (K-3) are the most concerned
if the child demonstrates perceptual-motor or reading difficulties. Once
again these options represent the very core of elementary school training and
failure to ascertain these skills would have adverse effects on the child’s
entire school career.
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Question IX
Do regular classroom teachers accept the mainstreaming concept as a
feasible approach to educating children with special needs? It was felt that
if teachers were asked this question directly they would have employed the
"halo effect". Consequently, the question was posed in a slightly different
vein when presented in the questionnaire. Teachers were asked to select
the placement in which they believed children would progress most rapidly.
Most of the teachers chose the option "special education part-time" as a
first or second choice. The option "regular classroom with assistance from
special education teacher" was selected by few teachers as a first option;
yet, over half of the teachers did select it as a second choice. Perhaps the
most tell-tale response was the response to the option "regular classroom
permanently". Only six teachers chose this as a first or second choice.
These responses tend to suggest that regular classroom teachers have not
totally accepted the mainstreaming concept as a feasible approach to educating
children with special needs. Regular classroom teachers continue to view the
educating of children with special needs as the special education teacher's
responsibility (Deno, 1970; Prouty, 1968).
The low percentage of teachers selecting the option "regular classroom
other than that of the referring teacher" indicates that teachers do not view
themselves as possibly being an integral part of the child's learning or
behavioral difficulty.
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Question X
What are the regular classroom teachers* attitudes toward the use of
labels to describe learning and behavioral difficulties ? Teachers believe that
the use of labels to describe learning and behavioral difficulties have assisted
them in identifying exceptional children, assisted them in obtaining services
for exceptional children, and assisted in the administration of special
educational programs. It should be noted that only one of these options
(assisted me in obtaining services for exceptional children) received a high
percentage response and that was as a second choice.
These selections tend to suggest that teachers view the use of labels
to describe learning and behavioral difficulties as having more of an
administrative value than a value related to the identification of children.
This viewpoint is consistent with that of Kirk (1963).
The low percentage of teachers reporting that labels have "confused
them" may represent an inability on the part of regular classroom teachers
to admit that there are many confusing issues associated with the discipline
of special education
CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND
NEED FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
Chapter I provided a brief review of the past practices and procedures
adhered to when exceptional children were identified and rendered special
educational services. Some of the methods employed to alter these past
practices and procedures were also discussed. In addition, Chapter I
provided a statement of the problem, the purpose of the survey, questions to
be answered, the significance of the survey, and definitions of the terms.
Chapter II presented a review of the theoretical assumptions underlying
the development of public school special education classes and some of the
flaws inherent in these theoretical assumptions. The etiology of learning
difficulties, the assessment tools used to identify learning difficulties, the
categorization and labeling of learning problems, and procedures for
remediating learning problems were discussed.
Chapter III provided a description of the development of the questionnaire,
the population and the sites from which the population was drawn, procedures
for data collection, and procedures employed to analyze the data.
Chapter IV provided the statistical analysis of the data. Three
statistical procedures were employed to analyze the data: (1) measures of
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central tendency, (2) Pearson-Product-Moment Correlation, and (3) chi-
square analysis.
Chapter V presented a discussion of the statistical analysis of the data
and answered the questions that this survey sought to answer.
This chapter will present the summary, conclusions, implications, and
need for further research.
Summary
Prior to the development of compulsory school attendance laws, many
educators believed that only blind, deaf, orthopedically handicapped, and
severely retarded children were in need of special educational services.
However, the mass influx of all school age children into public schools after
compulsory school attendance laws were enacted soon altered many attitudes
regarding who needed special educational services. Educators found that
once enrolled in public schools many children with no obvious physical or
mental defects failed to develop the skills necessary to function adequately
in the regular classroom setting. To accommodate these children, special
education classes were developed.
The development of special education classes was based on four major
premises that regular educators and parents of exceptional children accepted.
These major premises were that:
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(1) Learning difficulties were endogenous in nature (Prouty,
1968).
(2) Learning difficulties were accurately identified and
isolated through the use of standardized testing (Kirk,
1972).
(3) Remediation would occur more rapidly in homogeneous
classroom settings (Reynolds, 1970).
(4) Labeling and categorizing learning difficulties would
assist in the delivery of services to exceptional children
(Kirk, 1963).
Children were placed in these special education classes on the basis
of intelligence test scores and recommendations by regular classroom
teachers. Children who were unable to adjust to special class placement
were expelled from school.
Research studies focusing on the efficacy of special class placement
found that many children either failed to progress academically or actually
retrogressed (Coleman, 1972; Goldstein, 1967; Hoelke, 1966; Kirk, 1964;
Smith and Kennedy, 1967).
Studies focusing on the validity of the practices and procedures employed
to identify and place exceptional children also failed to support many of the
theoretical assumptions underlying the development of special education
classes (Fuchigami, 1969; Kirk and Johnson, 1951; Kolbume, 1965).
The aforementioned research findings and an increase in parental
involvement in the administrative policies governing the identification,
placement, and delivery of services to exceptional children led to the current
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transition in special education. Much of this transition occurred as a result
of civil action suits filed against school systems and/or superintendents by
parents of children with special needs.
While the court decisions and research findings have been instrumental
in changing the methods and procedures used to identify and place exceptional
children, they have not addressed the issue of teacher identification of
exceptional children.
The purpose of this survey was to: (1) gain some insight into the
criteria most often used by regular classroom teachers to identify and
request special educational services for children they perceive as having
special need, (2) assess the procedures most often adhered to by regular
classroom teachers prior to the identification of exceptional children, and
(3) assess teacher attitudes toward exceptionalities.
This information was ascertained via a questionnaire constructed by
the investigator followed by statistical analysis of the data.
Conclusions
Based on the analysis of the data, the following conclusions were drawn
concerning the ten questions that this survey sought to answer:
1. The criteria used by regular classroom teachers to
identify children they perceive as having special needs
are comparison with peers and results from informal
diagnostic tests.
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2. Prior to identifying children suspected of having special
needs
,
teachers try different instructional approaches and
administer informal diagnostic tests.
3. As anon-classroom related activity, teachers discuss
their concerns with special education teachers when
actually identifying a child as having special needs.
4. The current focus on exceptional children has increased
teachers’ awareness of exceptional children in their
classrooms.
5. Regular classroom teachers believe that exceptionalities
are most often caused by problems in the home.
6. Teachers have the most difficulty identifying perceptual-
motor difficulties.
7. Teachers seek special educational services more readily
for behavioral problems than other types of difficulties
and are the most concerned if the child demonstrates
behavior difficulties.
8. Teachers believe that exceptional children would progress
more rapidly if placed in a special education classroom on
a part-time basis.
9. Teachers feel that the use of labels have assisted them in
identifying exceptional children.
10. Teachers tend not to see themselves as possibly being an
integral part of learning or behavioral difficulties manifested
by exceptional children.
11. Teachers feel that special education teachers should assume
the responsibility for the education of exceptional children.
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Implications of the Survey
One major implication of this survey is that the content of inservice
training programs designed for regular classroom teachers instructing
exceptional children needs to be expanded to include more indepth information
related to identification, placement, and delivery of services to children
with special needs. Heretofore, inservice training programs for regular
classroom teachers instructing exceptional children have tended to focus on
instructional materials to use when teaching such children. Yet, the findings
resulting from this survey suggest that teachers are continuing to predicate
their view about exceptional children and procedures for identifying exceptional
children on theoretical assumptions underlying the development of special
educational services that have proven invalid. It is recommended that special
education inservice training programs for regular classroom teachers include:
(1) A thorough explanation of the mainstreaming concept with
a particular focus on the reasons underlying the implementa-
tion of mainstreaming programs. A good source for this
type of information is Special Education in Transition
edited by Reginald Jones and Donald MacMillan (1974).
(2) Training that requires regular classroom teachers to
examine their role in the development of learning and
related difficulties with a particular focus on behavioral
problems. The following sources are recommended:
(a) Teacher and Child by Hiam Ginott (1972),
(b) When Teachers Face Themselves by Arthur Jersild (1970),
(c) Classroom Management by Lois Johnson and Mary Bany (1970).
103
(3) Training that requires regular classroom teachers to
examine their own biases concerning the types of children
they like and dislike and the behaviors that they feel
constitute problems. (See Helping Relationships by
A. Combs, D. Avila, and W. Purkey, 1974).
(4) Information related to the various childhood medical
problems that influence learning and behavioral
functioning. Educating Exceptional Children (Chapte r
12) by Samuel Kirk is recommended.
(5) Information related to the identification of perceptual-
motor difficulties and social adjustment difficulties.
Central Processing Dysfunctions in Children by J.
Chalfant and M. Scheffelin (1969) is recommended.
The other major implication of this survey is that preservice training
programs for prospective teachers in disciplines other than special
education need to include course content that will prepare teachers to
understand exceptional children, identify exceptional children, diagnose their
learning difficulties, and render quality instruction to children with special
needs. Since the mainstreaming concept does not appear to be a passing
fad, all teachers will have to become special educators.
Need for Further Research
In that research in this area is minimal, the need for further research
is extensive. As a beginning the investigator suggests:
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1. A repeat of this same survey with the questionnaire being
lengthened to include definitions of each of the exceptionalities
and such terms as informal diagnostic tests, resource
room, and different instructional approaches and with the
questionnaire being issued under controlled conditions.
2. A survey that attempts to ascertain what teachers feel
constitute a behavioral, social adjustment, or perceptual-
motor difficulty.
3. A survey in which teachers with no inservice training related
to special education and teachers with inservice training
related to special education are requested to complete the
questionnaire to ascertain whether or not such training
makes a significant difference in teachers attitudes.
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APPENDIX
COVER LETTERS
QUESTIONNAIRE
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
Dear Teacher,
I am in the process of conducting a survey on how children with special needs
are identified. Children with special needs is a global term that refers to
gifted children and children who have been identified as having some difficulty
in developing reading, speech, language, perceptual, behavioral, and/or
motor skills. The term is used interchangeably with exceptional children.
All regular classroom teachers in the West Springfield School System are
being asked to participate in.this survey.
The purpose of this project is to determine what criteria regular classroom
teachers use to identify and request special educational services for students
they perceive as having special needs. The data resulting from this study
will assist in providing more meaningful inservice training programs for
regular classroom teachers instructing children with special needs.
All you need do to contribute to inservice teacher education training is
complete the attached questionnaire. The questionnaire is in no way judgmental.
Won't you please take twenty minutes now and complete the questionnaire.
Each participating school will be provided with a copy of the results and
recommendations forthcoming from this survey.
Thank you for your time and cooperation . You may be assured that after the
data is tabulated, this questionnaire will be destroyed and that its contents
will be used for no other purposes than those stated.
Sincerely,
Joyce C. Page
Graduate Student
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
S$mAe?s/ 0/002
Dear Teacher,
I am in the process of conducting a survey on how children with special needs
are identified. Children with special needs is a global term that refers to
gifted children and children who have been identified as having some difficulty
in developing reading, speech, language, perceptual, behavioral, and/or
motor skills. The term is used interchangeably with exceptional children.
All regular classroom teachers in Region II are being asked to participate
in this survey.
The purpose of this project is to determine what criteria regular classroom
teachers use to identify and request special educational services for students
they perceive as having special needs. The data resulting from this study
will assist in providing more meaningful inservice training programs for
regular classroom teachers instructing children with special needs.
All you need do to contribute to inservice teacher education training is
complete the attached questionnaire. The questionnaire is in no way
judgmental. Won't you please take twenty minutes now and complete the
questionnaire.
Each participating school will be provided with a copy of the results and
recommendations forthcoming from this survey.
Thank you for your time and cooperation. You may be assured that after the
data is tabulated, this questionnaire will be destroyed and that its contents
will be used for no other purposes than those stated.
Sincerely,
Joyce C. Page
Graduate Student
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PART I: Demographic Information
Directions: Please answer all of the following questions by checking the
appropriate response or by providing the necessary information.
1. What is your sex? (1) Male (2) Female
2. What is your age ?
3. What is your ethnic affiliation?
(1) Afro-American
(2)
Caucasian
(3)
Puerto Rican
x
(4) Other (please specify)
4. What is your educational background?
(1) B.S./B.A.
(2)
B. S./B. A. plus education related courses
(3) Masters
(4) Masters plus 15 or more credit hours
(5) Other (please specify)
5. In what area(s) are you certified?
(1) Elementary school teacher (K-7)
(2) Special subject teacher in elementary grades
(3) Other (please specify)
(4) Not certified
6. What is your teaching status ?
(1) Permanent
(2) Probationary
(3) Permanent substitute
(4) Other (please specify)
7. How many years have you been teaching?
8. What grade level(s) are you presently teaching?
(1) K (5) 4th
(2) 1st (6) 5th
(3) 2nd (7) 6th
(4) 3rd (8) Combination (please specify)
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9. What subject(s) are you presently teaching?
(1) Reading (6) Art
(2) Arithmetic (?) - Physical Education
(3) Science (8) Combination (please specify)
(4) Social Studies
(5) Language Arts
10. What type of grading system are you presently using?
(1) Graded (A, B,C,D,F)
(2) N on-graded (excellent, good, satisfactory, etc.)
(3) Combination of graded and non-graded
(4) Other (please specify)
11. What special educational services are available in your school?
(1) Special education teacher/Resource room teacher
(2) Reading specialist
(3) Speech/language specialist
(4) Combination (please specify)
(5) Other (please specify)
12. In which of the following inservice training activities focusing on children
with special needs have you participated?
(1) Seminars/workshops
(2) College course work
(3) Local/national conferences
(4) Other (please specify)
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PART II: Information Related to Children with Special Needs
Directions: Respond to the following statements by ranking the options given.
Use numbers 1 through 5. Number one (1) should indicate the
response that best explains your beliefs or procedures. Number
five (5) should indicate the response that least explains your
beliefs or procedures.
1. The current focus on children with special needs has
induced me to learn more about such children.
confused me more.
increased my awareness of such children in my classroom.
increased my understanding of such children.
made it more difficult for me to lidentify such children.
Briefly explain why you selected item one.
Briefly explain why you selected item five.
2. I believe that learning, behavioral, and adjustment problems stem from
undetected health problems.
practices and procedures adhered to by schools.
problems in the home.
hereditary factors.
poverty.
Briefly explain why you selected item one.
Briefly explain why you selected item five.
120
3.
I feel that I need the most assistance with children who have
perceptual-motor difficulties.
social adjustment difficulties.
reading difficulties.
behavioral problems.
mathematical difficulties.
Briefly explain why you selected item one.
Briefly explain why you selected item five.
4.
When identifying a child as having special needs, I rely heavily on
how the child compares with his/her peers.
I. Q. scores.
informal diagnostic test scores.
how the child interacts with his/her peers.
the child’s past school history.
Briefly explain why you selected item one.
Briefly explain why you selected item five.
5.
I find it most difficult to identify
perceptual-motor difficulties.
behavioral problems.
reading difficulties.
mathematical difficulties.
social adjustment difficulties.
Briefly explain why you selected item one.
Briefly explain why you selected item five.
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6. The various labels used to describe learning and behavioral problems
(hyperactivity, emotionally disturbed, etc. ) have
assisted me in identifying children with special needs.
totally confused me.
assisted me in receiving additional services for children with
special needs.
assisted only in the administration of special education programs
for children with special needs.
no influence on the methods and procedures I use to identify
children with special needs.
Briefly explain why you selected item one.
Briefly explain why you selected item five.
7. When identifying a child with special needs, I am most concerned if the
child demonstrates
perceptual-motor difficulties.
social adjustment difficulties.
reading difficulties.
behavioral problems.
mathematical difficulties.
Briefly explain why you selected item one.
Briefly explain why you selected item five.
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8.
Before identifying a child as having special needs, I
recommend that the child have a complete physical exam.
have a conference with the child’s legal guardians.
observe the child in other school settings.
discuss my concerns with the special education teacher.
discuss my concerns with the school counselor, psychologist,
and/or social worker.
Briefly explain why you selected item one.
Briefly explain why you selected item five.
9.
I believe children with special needs would progress more rapidly if
placed in a
special education class on a part-time basis.
regular classroom with assistance being provided by the special
education teacher to both the student and teacher.
regular classroom permanently.
special education class permanently.
regular classroom other than that of the referring teacher.
Briefly explain why you selected item one.
Briefly explain why you selected item five.
10.
Prior to identifying a child as having special needs, I
discuss my concerns with other teachers who have taught the child.
compare the child's overall progress with his peers.
try different instructional approaches.
administer informal diagnostic tests.
review his/her cumulative folder.
Briefly explain why you selected item one.
Briefly explain why you selected item five.
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